THE RESOLUTION which would have made the Pharm.D. the basic degree for all new pharmacy graduates was defeated by the surprisingly large majority of 107 to 58, with 2 abstentions, by the delegates of the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP) in a secret ballot taken in Orlando on July 20th.
Opponents of the Pharm.D. appear to have gathered strength since the AACP convention in Seattle in 1977, when a test vote showed the Pharm.D. proposal to be narrowly defeated. Proponents believed that the Pharm.D. would gain support during the year and emerge victorious in Orlando; but this was not the case.
My general impression is that a majority of the deans supported the resolution, while a majority of the members of the faculties opposed it. Many of the deans supporting the resolution saw it as an opportunity to increase the value of the pharmacist to society and at the same time to uplift the status of the profession through a professional doctorate, as Elliott recommended in "The General Report of the Pharmaceutical Survey" published almost thirty years ago. Elliott wrote: 1 The bachelor's degree does not, however, confer the status that is desired by pharmacists, particularly those who work in rather intimate professional association with physicians, dentists, and members of other health professions who hold professional doctor's degrees. A professional doctor's degree has come to be regarded by many as a needed asset for the pharmacist.
At the same time, those deans supporting the resolution must have recognized that many schools did not have the resources required to offer a professional doctorate and thus would be forced to close. Some undoubtedly viewed this as a strengthening of the profession.
Many members of the faculties opposed the resolution for a variety of reasons. For example, some believed that society is well-served in the nation's drugstores by the pharmacist with a B.Sc. degree and saw no reason to introduce additional clinical education. Others saw the adoption of a universal Pharm.D. as a threat to the resources of their graduate programs. They believed that the greatly increased demands for clinical faculty and the inevitable need for other support would drain money from their graduate programs and weaken them. Even the optional Pharm.D. programs, many believe, have siphoned off some of their prime candidates for graduate work and a universal Pharm.D. would produce even more dire results. Still others seemed to agree with Mrtek: 2 There has been no rush to demonstrate new-found functions of primary and autonomous social responsibility in the community, nor has there been a material reduction in the entrepreneurial quagmire that has choked the professional practice of pharmacy since well before the middle of the century. . . An unprecedented gulf exists between what practice is and what the educators expect it to be. . . Professional education has missed its mark on practice or perhaps the majority of practice is no longer definable in terms of the standards of a profession.
With this situation the reality, the members of the faculty saw no hope of making a significant change.
Continuation of the two degree level of pharmaceutical education for practitioners for the next few years may be a blessing in disguise for several reasons. To me, the most important is that it will permit highly motivated students to elect a Pharm.D. program at colleges with facilities adequate for their education and training. Many of these practitioners will establish new pathways for professional practice and by their demonstrated performance elevate the status of the profession.
The most disappointing aspect of the meeting in Orlando for me was that the vote was by secret ballot. This is an inappropriate manner for representative assemblies such as the AACP to vote. 3 In my opinion, the Chairman should have ruled the motion for a secret ballot out of order. A secret ballot is in order when the individual represents himself and is responsible to no one else. On the other hand, when he is a representative of others, as most members of the AACP House of Delegates are, the secret ballot violates the principles of representative government because it offers those who are represented no means to monitor the voting nor to express their views to their representatives whose votes are known only to themselves. The framers of the Constitution of the United States, as well as those of the individual states, provided that votes of all the peoples' representatives in the Congress and in the legislatures should be vive voce, or by open voting. In the past when the AACP has voted on important issues, the vote has been by open ballot, as it should be in the future. After all, they are representatives of the profession in one of its important aspects.
